The field of organizational behavior consists of the systematic study of the actions and attitudes that members exhibit. Those actions and attitudes are displayed through the activity of lived emotion, through workday frustrations and passions, which are deeply woven into organizational roles and characterize and inform organizational processes (Fineman, 2000) . These organizations and their processes are a network of feedback systems. Feedback systems occur through the interaction of two humans, which creates consequences for both leading to other reactions and then more consequences (Stacey, 1995) . This systemic activity is a foundation of an organization. The effectiveness of this systemic activity, through the actions of its organizational members, can drive individual and organizational performance.
There has been a surge of interest in emotional intelligence through the 1990s, especially with the popular publication of Goleman's (1995) book titled Emotional Intelligence. The study of areas to improve individual and organizational performance exists within the field of human resource development (HRD). Looking to the framework of emotional intelligence and its relationship to individual, process, and organizational performance may provide a pathway for research for HRD scholars. Emotional intelligence as defined by Mayer and Salovey (1997) is the ability to perceive accurately, appraise, and express emotion; the ability to access and/or generate feelings when they facilitate thought; the ability to understand emotion and emotional knowledge; and the ability to regulate emotions to promote emotional and intellectual growth. (p. 10) The study of emotional intelligence has emerged out of the psychological domain within the overall study of emotion. Emotion research itself has been driven primarily from a sociological and psychological perspective. Various research interests exist within each domain of study. Table 1 provides a general framework of the study of emotion and where emotional intelligence has its roots. This framework is not intended to be all-inclusive but provides a snapshot of some of the primary contributors in this area of study.
Purpose
The purpose of this article is to look at the phenomenon of emotion from the psychological perspective. Specifically, does the current literature in emotional intelligence provide the required scholarly foundation for further study? And does that foundation provide the connections to HRD theory and practice?
The current literature related to emotional intelligence will be reviewed. Specific connections to HRD theory and practice will be explored and evaluated. Within this exploration, a review of the current instruments in measuring emotional intelligence will be provided. A conclusion of this study will include a connection of these components and a research agenda for the field of HRD.
Current State of Emotional Intelligence
To provide a foundation for the current state of research in the area of emotional intelligence, an understanding of its basic components is required.
Historical Roots
Detterman (1986) defined intelligence as a "finite set of independent abilities operating as a complex system" (p. 57). He described success in understanding this system of intelligence as directly related to our ability to obtain independent measures of the various parts of the system. Emotional intelligence is proposed to be one of those parts of the larger construct of intelligence. Weschler (1958) Hochschild (1979 , Pinder (1998 Leeamornsiri and Hochschild (1983) Emotion Schwindt (2002) Sutton Plutchik (1984) (1987) Mayer, DiPaolo, and Scheff (1990) Salovey (1990) Damasio (1994) Emotion and rationality Mayer and Geher (1996 ) Fineman (1993 ) Hearn (1993 Emotional intelligence Mumby Mayer and Salovey (1993, (1993) 1997) Ashforth and Geher (1996) Humphrey (1995) Mayer and Salovey (1997) Goleman (1995, 1998) Bar-On (1995) Cooper and Sawaf (1997) Weisinger (1998) global capacity of the individual to act purposefully, to think rationally, and to deal effectively with his environment" (p. 10). Intelligence, then, could be described as the umbrella, with various components or dimensions of intelligence underneath. Thorndike (1920) divided intelligent activity into three components: social intelligence, concrete intelligence, and abstract intelligence.
Emotion is defined as a mental state of readiness that arises from cognitive appraisal of events or thoughts; has a phenomenological tone; is accompanied by physiological processes; is often expressed physically (e.g., in gestures, posture, facial features); and may result in specific actions to affirm or cope with the emotion, depending on its nature and meaning for the person having it. (Bagozzi, Gopinath, & Nyer, 1999, p. 186) Emotions are organized responses that include physiological, cognitive, motivational, and experiential systems . A few basic examples of such emotions are happiness, fear, surprise, anger, and disgust. When discussing emotions, it not only refers to those extreme emotions, such as intense anger, but the everyday emotions of living and communicating. An organization may use selection, socialization, and rewards to encourage the display of certain emotions that they desire (Rafaeli & Sutton, 1987) . For example, displaying any anger toward unreasonable customers is discouraged in a customer service organization, so an organization may reward its members who effectively work with these customers and never show anger, or it may punish through reprimand or termination those customer service agents who do show anger. The role of expressed emotion, then, is significant in the workplace and is part of the work role. The roots of emotional intelligence are found in the concept of social intelligence. Thorndike (1920) defined social intelligence as "the ability to understand and manage men and women, boys and girls-to act wisely in human relations" (p. 228). Sternberg (1985) viewed social intelligence within a general theory of intelligence as "the mental processes and structures used to attain contextual success" (p. 330). Ford and Tisak (1983) further refined the definition to "one's ability to accomplish relevant objectives in specific social settings " (p. 197) . This third operational definition focused on specific real-life social interactions and the ways individuals have learned to deal with specific situations and includes some selfassessment of one's social skills and interests (Brown & Anthony, 1990) .
Beyond social intelligence, Gardner (1983) proposed his theory of multiple intelligences, which included both interpersonal and intrapersonal intelligences. He attributed both of these domains to social intelligence. Gardner defined them as follows:
Interpersonal intelligence is the ability to understand other people: what motivates them, how they work, how to work cooperatively with them. . . . Intrapersonal Intelligence . . . is a correlative ability turned inward. It is a capacity to form an accurate, veridical model of oneself and to be able to use that model to operate effectively in life. (p. 25) With the components of intelligence, social intelligence, and emotion, Salovey and Mayer (1990) proposed emotional intelligence as a subset of social intelligence and as part of Gardner's view of the personal intelligences. They described emotional intelligence as involving abilities that may be categorized into five domains: (a) self-awareness, (b) managing emotions, (c) motivating oneself, (d) empathy, and (e) handling relationships. Emotional intelligence includes a set of conceptually related mental processes involving emotional information that consist of (a) appraising and expressing emotions in self and others, (b) regulating emotions in the self and others, and (c) using emotions in adaptive ways. The key here is that they are mental processes; emotional intelligence as described by these authors does not include the general sense of self and appraisal of others. Rather, emotional intelligence includes the "recognition and use of one's own and other's emotional states to solve problems and regulate behavior" (Salovey & Mayer, 1990, p. 189) . Emotional intelligence is a combination of the idea that emotion makes thinking more intelligent and that one thinks more intelligently about emotions. Salovey and Mayer were the first to design a framework of emotional intelligence and defined it as a "type of social intelligence that involves the ability to monitor one's own and others emotions, to discriminate among them, and to use the information to guide one's thinking and actions" (p. 189).
Models of Emotional Intelligence
Salovey and Mayer continued to study emotional intelligence throughout the 1990s. Goleman (1995) popularized the notion of emotional intelligence through his book Emotional Intelligence and followed in 1998 with Working With Emotional Intelligence. The peer-reviewed and popular press writings in emotional intelligence have taken two different approaches. Mayer, Caruso, and Salovey (2000) described the first approach as a "mixed model," which is a socioemotional approach that includes not only abilities but also personality characteristics. This first model is a broad perspective and definition of emotional intelligence. The second approach is described as an "ability model." This approach defines emotional intelligence much more narrowly and is exclusive of many of the personality characteristics that are included in the mixed model. To better understand the two perspectives, a brief outline of the differences and their respective scholarly contributions is needed.
Mixed Model Approach
Goleman (1995, 1998 ) is one of the earlier proponents of the mixed model of emotional intelligence. Goleman used neuroscience and psychological theories to form the basis for his descriptions of emotional intelligence. He defined emotional intelligence as one's ability to "motivate oneself and persist in the face of frustrations; to control impulses and delay gratification; to regulate one's moods and keep distress from swamping the ability to think; to empathize and to hope" (Goleman, 1995, p. 34) . He further described it as a set of traits that could be referred to as one's "character." Bar-On (1995) also looked at emotional intelligence from a mixed model perspective. He defined emotional intelligence as "an array of capabilities, competencies and skills which influence one's ability to succeed in coping with environmental demands and pressures" (p. 5). Mayer and Salovey (1997) have said that their first ) definition of emotional intelligence falls more under the mixed model framework. Other mixed model authors, such as Cooper (1997) and Cooper and Sawaf (1997) in their book Executive EQ, tried to take the emotional intelligence construct and apply it to executives in an organizational context. They developed their four-cornerstone model of emotional intelligence, which includes (a) emotional literacy, (b) emotional fitness, (c) emotional depth, and (d) emotional alchemy (Cooper, 1997) . The authors described each cornerstone, or aspect of emotional intelligence, as a tributary. Trust is a key component for emotional fitness, whereas character and integrity are critical for emotional depth. The blending of all the forces is called emotional alchemy. Weisinger (1998) looked at emotional intelligence in the organizational context. He identified emotional intelligence as intentionally making your emotions work for you by using them to guide your behavior and thinking in ways to enhance your results. Most recently, Druskat and Wolff (2001) evaluated emotional intelligence and its interaction with groups. They found that teams can develop greater emotional intelligence, and in that process, they increase their overall performance. The emotional intelligence foundation that they use for the basis of their research is more in line with Goleman's (1998) mixed perspective. So, how do we measure all of this?
The broader the perspective, the more difficult it is to measure and attribute to key outcomes. The difficulty with all of these various mixed model definitions of emotional intelligence is that they take a broad stroke at the construct of emotional intelligence. In addition, these broader definitions within the mixed model framework result in a series of descriptions of prosocial behaviors and personality traits and not a more restrictive definition of emotional intelligence (Bryant, 2001) . Many authors who write in the area of emotional intelligence use various forms of the mixed model perspective describing it in a broad, overarching view. This also tends to be the direction of most popular press writing. The more focused, limited definition of the ability model of emotional intelligence provides an alternative research avenue, as these components are not already accounted for by existing personality theories and measures.
Ability Model Approach
Mayer and Salovey (1997) modified their definition to clarify some potential holes and misunderstandings and further delimit their perspective to an ability focus. Their modified definition is the following:
Emotional intelligence involves the ability to perceive accurately, appraise, and express emotion; the ability to access and/or generate feelings when they facilitate thought; the ability to understand emotion and emotional knowledge; and the ability to regulate emotions to promote emotional and intellectual growth. (p. 10)
The key assumption underlying this definition is the connection between emotions and intelligence. It is the ability to think intelligently about emotions as well as the ability to use emotions to think intelligently and make informed decisions that is critical to the perspective of Mayer and Salovey (Graves, 1999) . This narrower perspective confines the definition of emotional intelligence to another type of intelligence that can be measured. are the only researchers to put forward a more constrained view of emotional intelligence within the ability model framework. One of the largest limitations of the ability model perspective is the limited number of researchers who are using it. In addition, because this perspective is so constrained, it may in fact have lost some of its utility from a research perspective. As an example, the component of empathy is not included in the ability model but is included in the mixed model. An argument could be made that having empathy is central to understanding the emotions of others.
A scholarly dialogue is needed around both conceptions of emotional intelligence. Additional research in the area of emotional intelligence, specifically by HRD researchers, will help to shape and focus the utility of emotional intelligence and the prevailing, or alternative, perspective. The study of emotion in the workplace has numerous applications to the field of HRD.
Emotional Intelligence and HRD
The study of emotion in the workplace has evolved from two perspectives: the sociological perspective through emotion management and the psychological perspective through emotional intelligence. Although the purpose of this article is to review the psychological perspective, and specifically emotional intelligence in more detail, the sociological perspective provides a foundation to this area of study. See Table 1 for a more detailed view.
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Sociological Perspective
Much of the sociological emotion at work research is based on the groundbreaking research of Hochschild (1979) . In her article, she proposed that a perspective of emotion management provides a lens through which one can inspect the self, interactions, and structure. She identified "feeling rules," which were guidelines within the organization that governed how people try or do not try to feel in ways appropriate to the situation. Emotion management is the type of work that is required to deal with the organizational feeling rules. Hochschild (1983) furthered this work and defined emotion management as the "management of feeling to create a publicly observable facial and bodily display" (p. 7). In addition, she coined the term "emotional labor" for the type of work done for a wage in the public service sphere, such as customer service work. Wharton (1993) also researched emotional labor and concluded that "workers expressing higher levels of job involvement are expected to suffer more negative consequences from performing emotional labor than those less involved in their job" (p. 211).
Emotions can be indicators of well-being and happiness. Prior to Hochschild, Goffman (1969) considered that many of the emotions conveyed by employees could be thought of as control moves. These control moves are the "intentional effort of an informant to produce expressions he thinks will improve his situation if they are gleaned by an observer" (p. 12). Rafaeli and Sutton (1987) followed the spirit of Goffman's writings in their article where they considered work settings in which employees display emotions to fulfill role expectations.
Emotion is a component of communication, and for it to convey meaning, the message must be encoded by a source and decoded by a receiver (Osgood, Suci, & Tannebaum, 1957) . These emotional messages or displays can be taught to employees through operant conditioning, socialization, informal organization, selection, and even rewards. Rewards are used to encourage or discourage the display of certain emotions (Rafaeli & Sutton, 1987) . The organizational context has the strongest influence over feelings conveyed at the outset of an emotional transaction. Because of this, Rafaeli and Sutton (1987) proposed that "emotion work can bring about immediate, encore and contagion gains (or losses) for the organization" (p. 29). This emotional contagion is the ability to have a heightened potential to infect others on an emotional plane through facial and vocal expressions and posture (Domagalski, 1999) . Callahan and McCollum (2002) , Short and Yorks (2002) , and Turnball (2002) have researched emotion work within the field of HRD. Callahan and McCollum described a framework for conceptualizing emotional behavior in an organizational context. They recommended a model for viewing the study of emotion in the organization. Rather than breaking the components down into disciplines (sociological and psychological), they recommended that one look at the study of emotion from a research perspective. It is those various perspectives that provide the applicability to the field of HRD. Short and Yorks looked to analyzing training from an emotion perspective, and Turnball looked at the role of emotions in a corporate change program. These HRD scholars have looked at emotion management and other forms of emotion work from a research perspective. But of what interest would be the construct of emotional intelligence from a psychological perspective to HRD theory and practice?
Psychological Perspective
The ability model of emotional intelligence as defined by Mayer and Salovey (1997) has a narrower, more focused perspective as opposed to the multitude of mixed model definitions put forward by Goleman (1995 Goleman ( , 1998 and others. Various definitions of a field of study are not limited to emotional intelligence. HRD itself, although its definitions have evolved, still has numerous definitions today (Weinberger, 1998) . One dominant definition of HRD, which has the greatest utility from an organizational performance perspective, is the following: "a process of developing and or unleashing human expertise through organization development and personnel training and development for the purpose of improving performance" (Swanson, 1995, p. 208) . The development of unleashing human expertise is a critical component for HRD. In general, expertise is defined as "displayed behavior within a specialized domain and/or related domain in the form of consistently demonstrated actions of an individual that are both optimally efficient in their execution and effective in their results" (Herling, 2000, p. 20) . Emotional intelligence and its relationship to various forms of expertise provide the applicability of this construct to HRD.
Emotional Intelligence in the Organization
Much of the popular press espoused the benefits of emotional intelligence as the key foundation to an organization's success (Cooper & Sawaf, 1997; Goleman, 1995 Goleman, , 1998 Weisinger, 1998) . These key benefits were supported through a great deal of anecdotal evidence. There were, however, several academic studies that looked at the role of emotional intelligence in the workplace. Abraham (1999) conceptualized emotional intelligence within the framework of the organization. The purpose of this conceptualization was to provide a framework for future empirical research. The authors' framework consisted of nine propositions of emotional intelligence ranging from its relationship to work-group cohesion, performance, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship.
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Leadership. Emotions are an integral part of organizational life, and they have applications to leadership (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1995) . There exist today many different organizational theories of leadership (Yukl & VanFleet, 1992) . Many of the theories of leadership today have charisma as their core concept (as cited in Kuchinke, 1999) . Weber (1968) initially defined charisma as a "quality of an individual personality, by virtue of which he is set apart from ordinary men and treated as endowed with supernatural, superhuman, or at least specifically exceptional qualities" (p. 48).
From the foundation of Weber (1968) , Bass (1985) developed a theory of transformational leadership, which distinguished it from transactional leadership. Transformational leadership occurred through the motivation of subordinates to perform at a higher level, offering intellectual challenges, paying attention to individual development needs, and leading followers to a higher collective purpose, mission, or vision. Transactional leadership occurred through a process of negotiation, rewards in exchange for attainment of specific goals, and agreed-on tasks (Bass, 1985; Kuchinke, 1999, p. 137) . Transformational leadership, with its development out of charisma, has emotions as its base (Wasielewski, 1985) . Sosik and Megerian (1999) studied the relationship between aspects of emotional intelligence and transformational leadership behavior. They found that correlations between emotional intelligence predictors of leadership and leadership behavior differed based on categorizations of selfawareness. Those managers who maintained self-awareness possessed more aspects of emotional intelligence and were rated as more effective by both their superiors and subordinates than those who were not as self-aware. This study provides some additional groundwork for developing and or improving emotional intelligence in organizational leaders. Caruso, Mayer, and Salovey (2002) looked to addressing the role of emotional intelligence in leadership effectiveness. They stated that one of the goals of effective leadership is to "create and enhance individual and group relationships" (p. 6). Kahn (1993) , cited by Caruso et al., studied relationship formation as an emotional attachment. The ability of leaders to manage emotions effectively (a component of emotional intelligence) has been sup- Management. In addition to leadership, the role of emotional intelligence in management development is another area of research interest to the field of HRD. Several management scholars have begun to study the role of emotional intelligence. This is important to these researchers due to the rational perspective that "organizational performance can be improved when worker's emotional intelligence is heightened" (Carson, Carson, & Birkenmeier, 2000, p. 41) . Langley (2000) made an argument for the importance of using emotional intelligence as a form of evaluating the competencies of various levels of management and providing the foundation for management development. Carson et al. (2000) , who are also management scholars, developed and validated an instrument for measuring emotional intelligence. Langley and Carson et al. used the Goleman (1998) construct of emotional intelligence as the basis for their articles. As identified earlier, that construct is very broad; consequently, an exploration into the area of emotional intelligence from an ability model perspective and its relationship to management development would be an additional area of interest to HRD scholars.
Jordan (2000) recently reviewed the emotional intelligence construct based on its contribution to the practice of management in organizations. This author also looked to the Mayer and Salovey (1997) emotional intelligence framework as the most appropriate to evaluate the link between emotion and cognitive interactions and the resulting contributions to organizational performance.
Individual and team performance. Graves (1999) evaluated the relationship between emotional intelligence and cognitive ability and its ability to predict performance in job-simulated activities. Using the Mayer and Salovey (1997) framework and the Multifactor Emotional Intelligence Survey (MEIS) instrument, Graves found that the emotional intelligence measures were not redundant with cognitive measures. And he stated that "emotional intelligence and cognitive ability play equally important roles in explaining differences in people's ability to (a) influence and (b) demonstrate interpersonal competence" (p. 187). He found support for emotional intelligence as a predictor in adding value to an organization's selection processes. Graves concluded that if further results show that "emotional intelligence can be trained and it predicts job performance, the implications for selection, employee development, and performance evaluation could be staggering" (p. 195) . These are all areas of research interest to HRD and its impact on performance.
Bryant (2001) is currently researching the relationship between emotional intelligence and sales performance. He specifically is looking to Weinberger / EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE 225 those factors that contribute to high performance in sales and their relationships to emotional intelligence. In addition, his study is positioned to add to the normative data of the Mayer Salovey Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (MSCEIT). Bryant is conducting his research within the HRD umbrella, and his results will provide some of the first studies in HRD specifically associated with emotional intelligence and its relationship to performance. Caruso and Wolfe (2002) explored the role of emotional intelligence in the workplace. Through their case study writings, they laid the foundation for empirical studies into the relationship between emotional intelligence and (a) career development, (b) selection, (c) training, and (d) management development. From an HRD perspective, answers to these relationships would provide additional groundwork for their work in improving organizational performance.
Finally, Rice (1999) looked to the role of emotional intelligence and its impact on team performance. This work provides an initial inquiry into this area of study. HRD scholars interested in teams, team expertise, and their resulting performance could look to the emotional intelligence framework for an additional area of study. All of these areas-organizational commitment, leadership effectiveness, management development, training and development, and team performance-remain fruitful areas of research for the HRD scholar. Using the emotional intelligence framework provides these researchers with another perspective to evaluate these areas and their resulting impact on improving organizational performance.
Various perspectives occur in many fields of study. The differences in how emotional intelligence is described have been discussed, from a broad more inclusive perspective to a narrow more limiting perspective. Through all fields of study, it is the development and implementation of scholarly measurement tools and research that will determine the more prevailing perspective. As measurement tools are developed, research and testing follows. The field of emotional intelligence has had measurement tools developed from the mixed model perspective and from the ability model perspective. Recognizing the strengths and weaknesses of each of these tests provides the HRD researcher with the necessary foundation to select one that would be the most appropriate.
Measures of Emotional Intelligence
Currently there are four commonly used tests to measure emotional intelligence; three are mixed model assessments, and one is an ability assessment. Mixed model assessments include the Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQi) (Bar-On, 1995), the Emotional Competence Inventory (ECI) (Boyatzis, Goleman, & Rhee, 2000; Goleman, 1998) , and the Trait-Meta- Mood-Scale (TMMS) (Salovey, Mayer, Goldman, Turvey, & Palfai, 1995) . The MEIS (Mayer & Salovey, 1997) , now revised as the MSCEIT , is an ability model assessment.
Mixed Model Tools
EQi Bar-On (1995) was the first to develop a measurement for emotional intelligence. Known as the EQi, it assesses a person's potential to succeed in life in general by examining five areas that pertain to one's success: (a) interpersonal skills, (b) intrapersonal skills, (c) adaptability, (d) stress management, and (e) general mood (Bar-On, 1995; Graves, 1999) . Consistent with Bar-On's definition of emotional intelligence, not only are measures of emotional self-awareness and interpersonal relationships captured but so are components of self-regard, happiness, and self-actualization. This broad definition is inclusive of many personality characteristics, such as the components of interpersonal skills; consequently, this instrument does not measure a narrow, more limited view of emotional intelligence. It is these components that identify Bar-On with the mixed model framework. This instrument is a widely used self-reporting tool in measuring emotional intelligence.
ECI
The ECI was based on the work of Goleman and Boyatzis (Boyatzis et al., 2000) . This 360-degree assessment included a combination of Goleman's (1998) 25 competencies of emotional intelligence and approximately half of Boyatzis's (1994) competency questionnaire (Boyatzis et al., 2000) . The ECI has gone through several revisions since 1998 and now consists of four competency clusters: (a) self-awareness, (b) self-management, (c) social awareness, and (d) social skills. In addition, areas of achievement orientation and initiative are evaluated. The ECI has been shown to have a strong overlap with the Big Five (neuroticism, extraversion, openness to experience, agreeableness, and conscientiousness) personality domains (Murensky, 2000) .
TMMS
The TMMS was devised to operationalize the aspects of emotional intelligence as originally defined by Salovey and Mayer's 1990 mixed model (Salovey et al., 1995) . This tool measured a three factor structure: (a) attention to feelings; (b) clarity of feelings, which is having an understanding of one's feelings; and Weinberger / EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE 227 (c) mood repair, which are those attempts to repair unpleasant moods or maintain pleasant ones. The authors described the support for this three-factor structure as the following:
Individuals differ in their understanding of and ability to articulate their affective states. And they vary in their ability to regulate such feelings and use them adaptively to motivate behavior. Attention to clarity and repair of feelings seems fundamental to the self-regulatory domain of emotional intelligence. (Salovey et al., 1995, p. 126) The mixed model perspective is more popular with organizations and the press due to the popularity of Goleman's (1995 Goleman's ( , 1998 work, articles in Time magazine (Gibbs & Epperson, 1995) , the often-cited emotional intelligence work at American Express (Martinez-Pons, 1997 , and the fact that scholarly work is not as accessible to the general organizational practitioner and executive. However, there is more empirical research in the construct of the ability model, and it is this perspective that may provide a more solid foundation for study in the area of HRD. positioned emotional intelligence as meeting the traditional standards for intelligence. These authors postulated that for something to be an intelligence it must (a) be capable of being operationalized as a set of abilities, (b) meet certain correlational criteria, and (c) be able to be developed with age. With the revised definition of emotional intelligence by Mayer and Salovey (1997) , these authors developed the MEIS and operationalized it on 12 ability tests of emotional intelligence. The MEIS is divided into four branches of abilities: (a) perceiving, (b) assimilating, (c) understanding, and (d) managing emotions. Through their study, the authors suggested that one could best conceptualize emotional intelligence as involving three primary factors (Perception, Understanding, and Managing Emotions). The General Emotional Intelligence factor combines the three. They stipulated that emotional intelligence is broader than social intelligence including not only "reasoning about emotions in social relationships, but also reasoning about internal emotions that are important for personal growth" (p. 11). In addition, emotional intelligence is more focused than social intelligence in that it pertains primarily to the emotional problems embedded in personal and social problems.
Ability Model Tools
MEIS
Consequently, this increased focus makes this more distinct from traditional verbal intelligence than social intelligence. Because the MEIS was not a self-report instrument, contrary to the EQi, ECI, and TMMS, the 
Critique of Tools
Salovey and Mayer are considered the foremost scholars in the area of emotional intelligence. Throughout the 1990s, they have devised several different tools to be used in measuring emotional intelligence. The TMMS, MEIS, and recently the MSCEIT have all been based on the work of Salovey and Mayer. A brief critique of the MEIS sets up the foundation for the detailed critique of the MSCEIT. It is the MSCEIT that has been put forward by that has the most promise in measuring emotional intelligence. This relatively new test is still in final development, and therefore, I feel that a more detailed critique of the instrument and its associated documentation at this juncture is appropriate. This test is based on national norming results and is not a self-reporting instrument.
The TMMS was the first measurement tool of emotional intelligence by Salovey and Mayer, and the MEIS was their second attempt. The two primary differences of these tests were that the TMMS was a self-report instrument (like other mixed model tools) and was based on a broader definition of emotional intelligence, as opposed to the MEIS, which looks to specific responses and is based on the narrower definition of emotional intelligence. Ciarrochi, Chan, and Caputi (2000) completed a study that critically evaluated the emotional intelligence construct using the MEIS instrument and in general found support for the reliability and validity of the MEIS, although they had some limitations. These authors stated that the strengths of this measure were that it was based on actual performance, the test samples a wide range of behaviors, the subscales were generally reliable, and the MEIS has been shown to correlate with a number of criterion measures including intelligence and empathy. They found that the emotional intelligence factors were reliable and therefore felt that it makes a case for the distinctiveness and usefulness of emotional intelligence. This construct showed a great deal of promise in predicting important outcomes.
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Recently, have revised the MEIS instrument to provide a version for professional use. The subsequent revisions were based on research in the field and the need to shorten the instrument. Instead of taking more than 1 hour to complete, the assessment now ranges from 25 to 35 minutes. This instrument has been renamed the MSCEIT and is currently in Version 2.0. The MSCEIT is becoming the standard for measuring emotional intelligence from an ability model perspective and shows the most promise from a validity and reliability standpoint. This instrument is still only available in a research version. To provide readers and researchers the necessary foundation to determine if this instrument is appropriate, a detailed critique follows.
MSCEIT Version 2.0
Prior to the use of any instrument, the researcher must determine whether the instrument is a "good" one. An excellent resource to use as a guide in determining what an instrument should contain is the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (Standards) (American Educational Research Association [AERA], 1999) . The Standards applies guidelines in three parts: (a) test construction, evaluation, and documentation; (b) fairness in testing; and (c) testing applications. Test construction, evaluation, and documentation is further broken down into (a) validity; (b) reliability; (c) test development and revision; (d) scales, norms, and score comparability; (e) test administration, scoring, and reporting; and (f) supporting documentation for tests. The fairness in testing section recommends guidelines for test use, responsibility of test takers, testing those with multiple linguistic capabilities, and testing those with disabilities. The final section on testing applications looks to the responsibilities of test users and then the multiple purposes of testing, to include psychological, educational, employment and credentialing, and program evaluation and public policy.
The MSCEIT is a relatively new test in measuring emotional intelligence. The test was modified from the original version (the MEIS) whose detailed results were published by . The MSCEIT is now in Version 2.0 and is still only available as a research version, or "beta." The test authors and other researchers are continuing to norm the data and verify the current test form. Consequently, the use of any test, especially one still in research form, poses some risk for the researcher. The recommendation of Multi-Health Systems (MHS), which distributes the test, is that it only be used descriptively and not inferentially at this time. The majority of this review of the MSCEIT Version 2.0 instrument is in test construction, evaluation, and documentation because that is the type of information that most researchers need to verify meets requirements prior to the use of an instrument.
Validity. Validity has been defined by the Standards (AERA, 1999) as "the degree to which evidence and theory support the interpretations of test scores entailed by proposed uses of tests. . . . It is the interpretations of test scores required by proposed uses that are evaluated, not the test itself"(p. 9). So when researchers are evaluating any instrument, they need to determine if accumulated evidence exists to support their intended interpretation and purpose. A good source for this information is the test manual or other supporting materials provided by the test publisher.
The Standards (AERA, 1999) looks at validity in several contexts including test content, response processes, internal structure, relations to other variables, and consequences of testing. I intend to provide a broad-brush look at each of the sections of the Standards and determine if the current MSCEIT Version 2.0 meets the requirements. This is not intended to be a standard-by-standard exploration.
Validity rationale. The Standards (AERA, 1999) states, "a rationale should be presented for each recommended interpretation and use of test scores, together with a comprehensive summary of the evidence and theory bearing on the intended use or interpretation" (Sec. 1.1, p. 17). The responsibility falls on the test developer to support their own recommendations, but test users (researchers) carry equal responsibility to ensure that the evidence provided is sufficient for their situation. The authors of the MSCEIT identified corporate, educational, clinical, medical, and research settings as all appropriate uses. From a corporate perspective, the brevity (about 30 minutes) makes this attractive. Suggested uses by the authors are for applicant screening for employee recruitment and selection. Rice (1999) found a relationship between customer satisfaction and emotional intelligence, so for customerfocused positions, this applicant-screening process may be appropriate. In addition, the authors described the MSCEIT to be used to evaluate ongoing function- Weinberger / EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE 231 ing and well-being of employees at stages of employment and career development (Caruso & Wolfe, 2002) . Gauging the impact and effectiveness of organizational change, creation of tailor-made training programs to improve the emotional skills and functioning of employees, and leveraging teamwork are all additional areas that described as appropriate uses of the MSCEIT. There is a lack of research at this time, however, to support their contentions. This provides one pathway for interested researchers to add to this pool of knowledge.
Educationally speaking, recommended use of this test for identifying students who have difficulty coping socially and for guidance and career counseling. Similar to the comments made earlier, there remains a lack of empirical evidence to support these uses at this time. From a research-setting perspective, these authors stated that the MSCEIT is the measure of choice for emotional intelligence and are, "in fact, the most widely discussed scales in the research today, and are emerging as the benchmark for emotional intelligence" (p. 17). There currently is not enough evidence provided by Mayer, Salovey, et al. to support the entire requirement of the standards for validity rationale. The continued norming of this instrument along with its use in additional research may provide the additional required information. Today, the MSCEIT Version 2.0 is recommended for use as a part of a larger evaluation process, together with other assessment tools . (AERA, 1999) states, "if a test is used in a way that has not been validated, it is incumbent on the user to justify the new use, collecting new evidence if necessary" (Sec. 1.4, p. 18). Because the MSCEIT Version 2.0 is still in research form, it is imperative for all researchers to build the case for their use of the instrument, if justification does not already exist.
Validity for use. The Standards
Within the test manual for the MSCEIT, described the standardization of Version 2.0. Through this process, they described their normative sample population of 1,794 participants. One rather significant limitation with this population for corporate use is the average age of their participants. Demographically speaking, the sample had some college experience, was approximately 50-50 on gender distribution, with a mean age of 23.5 years. Because have proposed that emotional intelligence improves with age, the relatively young age of this sample does not support this position as of yet. In addition, from corporate use of this instrument, a researcher needs to note that the normative sample is probably significantly younger than their corporate sample will be, and appropriate limitations should be explored. Therefore, because this test is relatively new from a research perspective, with relatively few published studies, each researcher will need to satisfy the validity for use standard prior to his or her implementation. Validity of test content. The Standards (AERA, 1999) also looks to the appropriateness of test content. It describes that "the procedures followed in specifying and generating test content should be described and justified in reference to the construct the test is intended to measure or the domain it is intended to represent" (Sec. 1.6, p. 18). did an adequate job of describing the history of the development of the emotional intelligence construct and their resulting four-branch model that is the foundation of the MSCEIT instrument. In addition, they provided statistical support for the fourbranch model and its relationship to their definition of emotional intelligence as a set of abilities.
In addition, the MSCEIT's precursor, the MEIS, was originally designed and tested using consensus and expert scoring . According to Standard 1.7 (AERA, 1999), the qualifications and experience of these experts should be described along with any interaction they may have had with each other. Because this scoring methodology formed the foundation for the MSCEIT, should have described these key principles in their test manual, which they did not. So, the MSCEIT mildly meets the standard for validity of test content.
Validity for interpretation of test scores.
In support of the standards (AERA, 1999, Secs. 1.10, 1.11, and 1.12) relating to various components of interpretation of test scores and subscores, provided adequate evidence. Standard 1.16 looks to validation as it relates to test scores and one or more other criteria. Mayer, Salovey, et al. stated that the MSCEIT is better used when used as one instrument of several in a research study. In addition, the authors described several studies where emotional intelligence is looked at in relationship to general intelligence, age, empathy, personality traits, measures of life satisfaction, and social behavior, to name a few. Appropriate statistical correlations are reported.
"When it is clearly stated or implied that a recommended test use will result in a specific outcome, the basis for expecting that outcome should be presented, together with relevant evidence" (AERA, 1999, Sec. 1.22, p. 23) . Although the standard is clear, and the possibilities for this instrument have been described, all the evidence is not yet available to demonstrate the expected outcomes. Through this test development phase, I would expect that included these additional details with supporting research in their subsequent test manuals and supporting documentation. Therefore, Mayer, Salovey, et al. meet many of the requirements of the standards in regard to validity for interpretation of test scores.
Reliability. The Standards (AERA, 1999) broadly defines a test as "a set of tasks designed to elicit or a scale to describe examinee behavior in a specified domain, or a system for collecting samples of an individual's work in a particular area" (p. 25). Reliability is described as "the consistency of such measurements when the testing procedure is repeated on a population of individuals or groups" Weinberger / EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE 233 (p. 25). Measurement error is the "hypothetical difference between an examinee's observed score on any particular measurement and the examinee's true or universal score" (p. 25). This information about measurement error is essential to provide the researcher the evidence needed to evaluate the instrument and its intended use. The Standards (AERA, 1999) clearly lays the responsibility for investigating test reliability at the foot of the test developers. Three categories of reliability coefficients are obtained through (a) parallel forms in independent testing sessions, (b) test-retest of the same instrument on separate occasions, and (c) internal consistency as based on the relationship among scores derived from individual items or subsets (AERA, 1999) .
The Standards states, "for each total score, sub score, or combination of scores that is to be interpreted, estimates of relevant reliabilities and standard errors of measurement or test information should be reported" (AERA, 1999, Sec. 2.1, p. 31) . described the MSCEIT as designed to "produce a highly reliable full scale score, and highly reliable branch scores" (p. 77). Coefficient alphas were reported for both, with ranges from .73 to .90. In addition, the authors reported positive intercorrelations among the various subscales. Although many of the required components are present, what appears to be missing from the author's data, as required by the Standards, are the respective standard errors of measurement in this reliability data.
The Standards (AERA, 1999) also requires that the method of quantifying the consistency of scores be described, evidence be provided on interrater consistency in scoring, and reliability data be reported on both long and short versions of a test. The information required by the standards for MSCEIT Version 2.0 has been developed from various other research studies. Yet, this information is not summarized in the test manual. So, it behooves the researcher (at this time) to be well informed on the other research articles. I believe that all researchers would be better served if more detail were provided in the test manual in these areas of reliability measurements and collection.
Test development and revision. In addition to validity and reliability expectations, the Standards (AERA, 1999) also outlines guidelines in the area of test development. The test development process is described as a consideration of content, format, the context in which the test will be used, and the potential consequences of using the test. Test development also includes specifying conditions for administering the test, determining procedures for scoring the test performance, and reporting the scores to test takers and test users. (p. 37) The Standards (AERA, 1999, Secs. 3.1-3. 3) speaks to the importance of developing the test on sound scientific principles, describing the purpose of the test, clearly stating the definition of the domain and test specifications, and the existence of appropriate documentation with the rationale and the development process described. adequately supported the Standards in this fashion in the test manual. They described their processes and supported their rationale with the appropriate documentation. Interpretation of test scores, scoring procedures, and test administration should also be clearly described according to the Standards (AERA, 1999). provided the researcher an overview of score interpretation, specific information on interpreting the actual scores, and descriptors on what the scores mean. The authors recommended that the actual scoring be completed by MHS, the test publisher, but did provide those researchers who wish to do their own scoring and set up their own norming group with a technical appendix describing the process, and they also provided an SPSS example. Finally, administration guidelines are provided in regard to populations suitable for testing, appropriate age range, administration time and timing of the administration of the instrument, bias avoidance, informed consent, debriefing process, and step-by-step administration procedures. Mayer, Salovey, et al. appropriately fulfilled the requirements as described by the Standards in this area.
Supporting documentation. The evaluation of supporting documentation is based on their completeness, accuracy, currency, and clarity and should be available to qualified individuals as appropriate. A test's documentation typically specifies the nature of the test; its intended use; the process involved in the test's development; technical information related to scoring, interpretation, and evidence of validity and reliability; scaling and norming if appropriate to the instrument; and guidelines for test administration and interpretation. (AERA, 1999, p. 67) Through the evaluation of the MSCEIT Version 2.0 in regard to the Standards (AERA, 1999), I have made repeated references to the documentation and its relative strengths and weaknesses (see Table 3 ).
In summary, the scientific foundation of the MSCEIT Version 2.0 is described in the test manual along with descriptors for intended use. But many of the intended uses are yet to be supported with research. Partial documentation in the area of reliability support is present, but that same documentation is weak in fulfilling all of the requirements for validity. The information is provided to the researcher for scoring, interpretation, and administration. One of the critical components for improvement of this instrument is the revised documentation from these developers at the conclusion of their norming process and the release of a commercial version as opposed to a research version only. In the interim, any researcher wishing to use this instrument, because it is still in the relatively early stages of development, needs to approach it cautiously, with a good understanding of its relative strengths and limitations. The published version of this instrument is due from the publisher in April 2002.
Implications for Further Research
There now exist several areas of potential research for emotional intelligence and its role in the field of HRD, such as its role in leadership and management. As has been described, instruments such as the MSCEIT provide the most promise for furthering research in the area of emotional intelligence from an ability model perspective.
Leadership and Management
HRD scholars have studied the role of leadership and management development and its relationship to organizational performance (Baldwin & Padgett, 1993; Holton & Lynham, 2000; Kuchinke, 2000) . Sosik and Megerian's (1999) original study on the relationship of emotional intelligence and transformational leadership behavior used the broader definition of emotional intelligence rather than the more limited, ability model perspective as defined by Mayer and Salovey (1997) . These authors defined emotional intelligence as consisting of self-awareness, self-motivation, relationship management, and empathy and measured it using a variety of assessment tools. Narrowing their frame through using the MSCEIT instrument for measuring emotional intelligence and its relationship to transformational leadership behavior would provide an avenue to explore and support whether their exists additional evidence for the importance of this concept of emotional intelligence and leadership.
Several research agendas to explore in regard to emotional intelligence, leadership, and management are the following: 
Individual and Team Performance
The field of HRD also looks to improving individual and team performance. Swanson (1995) is one of the primary advocates of a performance perspective within HRD. Several research agenda's in the area of emotional intelligence to consider are the following:
• Does one's emotional intelligence affect their performance?
• Do emotionally intelligent individuals achieve better performance in a team?
• What is the role of emotional intelligence in team performance?
• Do emotionally intelligent individuals provide better service (customer service, technical support, sales support, etc.)?
Measurements of Emotional Intelligence
Within the study of emotional intelligence today, numerous different instruments exist. Each of these instruments measures emotional intelligence differently, ranging from the more broad, all-inclusive perspective as put forward by Goleman (1995 Goleman ( , 1998 and others to the more limited perspective put forward by Mayer and Salovey (1997) , with a multitude of variations in between.
For this phenomenon to provide utility, at least from a positivistic standpoint, measurement tools need to be tested, validated, and then retested and revalidated by numerous researchers. With these instruments, then, additional questions to consider are the following:
• Can emotional intelligence tests be used for applicant screening for employee recruitment and selection? • What is the impact and effectiveness of organizational change?
• What is the relationship between emotional intelligence and career success/choice? • How much did one's emotional intelligence increase after training?
Although these research agendas are not all encompassing, they provide the initial connections to HRD theory and practice.
The popularity of Goleman (1995, 1988) , Weisinger (1998) , and Cooper and Sawaf's (1997) work in emotional intelligence proliferates within the practice of HRD. The study of emotional intelligence from a more limited Weinberger / EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE 237 perspective and its connections to HRD theory may provide a more scholarly basis of work from which the HRD practitioner can pull. Only when these theoretical connections and the resulting impact on organizational, process, and individual performance are confirmed through solid research can the HRD practitioner begin to use this information. It is this research that is required to ensure that emotional intelligence is not pushed into another "corporate fad."
Conclusion
Any new body of research interest provides researchers the opportunity to view, study, and test it from a variety of perspectives. The area of emotional intelligence is no different. Unfortunately, the popular perception of this phenomenon is far ahead of its researched support. The domain of emotional intelligence study falls into two key categories. The first category defined by Goleman (1995 Goleman ( , 1998 and many others in the popular press has been described as the mixed model approach. This model and its respective proponents continue to publish many articles, and it is the most well known within the business community. Several different emotional intelligence tests exist, such as the EQi (Goleman, 1998) and EQMap (Cooper and Sawaf, 1997) , but little validity and reliability data exist. The continued proliferation of these tests-in multiple mediums through books, Internet online "quick tests," and the consultants using them with little scientific support-pushes this area of study dangerously close to the precipice of another corporate fad.
The second category is defined by the academic scholars Mayer and Salovey (1997) and has been described as the ability model approach. This approach more narrowly defines emotional intelligence from a cognitive ability perspective and minimizes the crossover into personality characteristics that convolute the mixed perspective. This approach emerged through the scholarly research efforts of Mayer, Salovey, and others through the 1990s. These authors have followed a more cautious path and have been more concerned with first appropriately defining emotional intelligence and creating an appropriate instrument to measure it than pushing forward into hypothetical outcomes and predictive power that has been the calling card of the Goleman camp.
The additional benefit of researching using the ability model perspective is the availability of the MSCEIT instrument. This instrument appears to have the most promise to measure emotional intelligence and separate it from general intelligence and other personality factors. The MSCEIT, though still in research form and norming, has demonstrated some positive results in the areas of validity and reliability to date. Additional research 238 Human Resource Development Review / June 2002 may provide a much better explanation of individual performance within organizations today than the mixed model is now claiming. The ability model perspective also provides a more appropriate avenue for researching the application of emotional intelligence to the field of HRD. The study of emotional intelligence and its relationship to leadership, management, teamwork, and team performance is an area ripe for further research in HRD. In addition, if significant relationships are found, then future research could look to the predictive power of emotional intelligence and whether this ability can be effectively trained and developed in others, further developing and or unleashing the human expertise that is a key part of the role of HRD. This will require the disciplined work of researchers to further clarify whether this phenomenon of emotional intelligence truly is something unique-the connections to HRD theory and practice.
